This chapter seeks to relate historical changes in public responses to the Holocaust and understandings of antisemitism, especially on the left, to the historically changing configurations of capitalist modernity since 1945.
responses to the Holocaust have tended to be structured by an opposition between abstract modes of universalism and concrete particularism -an opposition that also is constitutive of modern antisemitism. These responses have shifted with and are related to the changing configurations of capitalist modernity from the statist Fordist-Keynesian configuration of the 1950s and 1960s to a subsequent neoliberal one. Consideration of these large-scale configurations can illuminate the historical character of those responses; at the same time examination of those responses can shed light on these larger historical configurations. This problem complex can be fruitfully approached on the basis of a critical theory of capital, on the one hand, and one of antisemitism, on the other.
Within the framework of a critical theory of capital the opposition between abstract modes of universalism and concrete particularism is neither ontologically given nor historically contingent but is intrinsic to the fundamental forms that structure capitalism, namely, the commodity and capital.
2 Such an analysis grasps both terms of the opposition -abstract universality and concrete particularity -as remaining bound within the framework of capitalist modernity, however much positions based on each of them have understood themselves to be fundamentally "critical" or "radical," pointing beyond the existing order. This essay seeks to problematize such "critical" positions by highlighting the one-sided character of each and by drawing attention to a historical shift from the predominance of critiques based on abstract universalism, characteristic of classical liberal thought and, with important differences, working-class movements, to the ascendancy of positions focused on concrete particularity, such as those expressed by liberation struggles that can be deemed anticolonial in the broadest sense. By suggesting that both sorts of responses remain immanent to capitalism, to its double character, the approach presented here problematizes the relation of each to the Holocaust and to antisemitism while contributing to a reflexive critique of emancipatory theory.
Far from delineating issues of peripheral importance for critical theories of capitalism then, the problem complex of responses to the Holocaust and the changing configurations of capitalist modernity touches upon issues of fundamental importance for such theories. Within the framework outlined in this chapter consideration of those changing responses not only reveals their generally problematic character, but also illuminates the limits of the left in terms of its most fundamental selfunderstanding as a practical and theoretical critique of the capitalist order. What mediates these various moments, as I shall elaborate, is the issue of antisemitism.
I shall only be able to present a preliminary sketch of this argument here. To do so I shall briefly describe the main features of the two general historical configurations of postwar capitalist modernity and also outline an analysis of antisemitism that distinguishes it from racism in general while showing it to be deeply intertwined with history as constituted by capital. Such an analysis could help conceptually distinguish political terror and mass murder (as expressed metaphorically by Buchenwald and Hiroshima) from extermination (as represented by Auschwitz). These distinctions are important not because the one crime is "worse" than the other but because the left, which has had few problems dealing conceptually with political terror and mass murder, has had difficulty grasping extermination. This difficulty reveals an inadequate understanding of antisemitism and relatedly an underlying weakness in apprehending the fundamental object of the left's critique: capitalism.
Considering the contours of the twentieth century helps elaborate these contentions. The course of the past century can be described in terms of three overarching periods. The first, from the beginning of the century until after Second World War, was an "Age of Catastrophe" -to use Eric Hobsbawm's term 3 -marked by two world wars; the Great Depression;
the rise of Fascism, Stalinism, and Nazism; and by the Holocaust. A Fordist "Golden Age" followed, lasting until the early 1970s, characterized by high rates of economic growth, the expansion of welfare states, relative political stability, and worldwide processes of decolonization.
This period of high Fordism ended in the early 1970s, followed by a new crisis-ridden period marked by the increased mobility of capital and of labor, growing social differentiation and unemployment, the rise of new centers of capital accumulation, and catastrophic downturns in other parts of the world.
4
The relation of state and economy has changed with each of these configurations. The first period witnessed a number of different, generally statist, attempts to react to the world crisis of nineteenth-century liberal capitalism. The second period was marked by an apparently successful state-centered synthesis in both East and West, which benefited the majority of metropolitan populations. In the final third of the century this configuration unraveled. Nation states were weakened as economically sovereign entities, welfare states in the West and bureaucratic party states in the East were undermined, and unchecked market capitalism reemerged, apparently triumphant.
Viewed retrospectively with reference to these changing configurations the rise and fall of the Soviet Union can be seen to have been closely related to those of state-centered capitalism. This suggests that the USSR should be understood with reference to a larger historical development of the capitalist social formation, however great the antagonism had been between the Soviet Union and Western capitalist countries. This pattern, I suggest, is not simply an imposition by historians on a reality that actually is formless, but delineates a historical actuality. David Harvey and others have noted that during the period of postwar prosperity Western states engineered stable economic growth and living standards through similar policies, although very different political parties were in power. Subsequently the welfare state synthesis unraveled and was rolled back in the course of the 1970s and 1980s in all Western states, regardless of which parties were in power. In both periods, the specific policies differed among states, but the tendency was general.
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The general character of this large-scale historical pattern suggests the existence of an overarching historical dynamic driven by a structure of imperatives and constraints that cannot be explained in local and contingent terms and that underlies the sorts of large-scale epochal changes outlined previously.
Recognizing the general historical patterns that characterize the twentieth century calls into question poststructuralist understandings of history as essentially contingent. It does not, however, necessarily involve ignoring the critical insight that informs such understandings -namely, that history, understood as the unfolding of an immanent necessity, constitutes a form of unfreedom.
This form of unfreedom, I suggest, is the object of a critical theory of capital. Rather than deny the existence of historical unfreedom by focusing on contingency, such a critical theory -which differs from more traditional socialist critiques inasmuch as it does not affirm history -takes the existence of a historical dynamic to be an expression of such unfreedom. It seeks to analyze the grounds of that unfreedom with reference to historically specific, abstract forms of domination expressed by categories such as "capital." 6 The theory of capital with which I hope to illuminate changing responses to the Holocaust is not, moreover, narrowly economic, delineating a presumed "material base" of social life
The changing configurations of twentieth-century capitalist modernity outlined here can be related to changing public responses to the Holocaust, including those on the left, on the basis of such a theory of capital as well as of a determinate understanding of modern antisemitism. Antisemitism is frequently apprehended simply as a variant of racism. They differ in important ways, however, although both have in common as forms of essentializing discourse an understanding of social and historical phenomena in innate -biological or cultural -terms. Whereas most forms of racism attribute concrete physical and sexual power to an Other that is considered inferior, modern antisemitism does not treat Jews as inferior but as dangerous purveyors of evil. It attributes great power to Jews, but that power is not concrete and physical. Rather, it is abstract, universal, intangible, and global. The Jews within this framework constitute an immensely powerful international conspiracy. Modern antisemitism is not simply a form of prejudice directed against a minority group but provides a framework for understanding an extremely complex and historically dynamic world. Modern antisemitism then, is a worldview that, building on earlier forms of antisemitism, purports to explain critically the modern capitalist world. It is distinguished by its populist antihegemonic, and antiglobal character. As I have argued elsewhere, this worldview misrecognizes the abstract temporally dynamic global domination of capital -which subjects people to the compulsion of abstract historical forces they cannot grasp directly -as the domination of international Jewry.
7 Against the abstract domination of capital, reified in concretistic terms as the Jews, it posits concrete particularity as that which is authentically human. Antisemitism then, does not treat the Jews as members of a racially inferior group who should be kept in their place (violently if necessary) but as constituting an evil destructive power -an antirace opposed to humanity. Within this Manichean worldview the struggle against the Jews and focusing on forms of material interest. Rather, following (and modifying) Lukács in History and Class Consciousness, trans. Rodney Livingstone (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1971), its categories seek to grasp historically specific forms of social being that are at once determinations of social objectivity and subjectivity, that is, forms that are both social and cultural. Because antisemitism can appear to be antihegemonic and hence emancipatory, it can blur the differences between reactionary and progressive critiques of capitalism and lead to conceptual and political confusion, especially on the left. For this reason, a century ago the German Social Democratic leader August Bebel characterized it admonishingly as the socialism of fools. In its more recent manifestations it could be characterized as the anti-imperialism of fools.
9 Antisemitism fuses the deeply reactionary with the apparently emancipatory in an explosive amalgam.
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Since 1945 reactions by the left to the Holocaust, the most terrible and consistent expression of modern antisemitism, have tended to shift historically, from a position informed by abstract universalism to one 8 Saul Friedländer describes this phenomenon as "redemptive anti-Semitism," which was understood as "a kind of crusade to redeem the world by eliminating the Jews," who were considered an active and lethal threat to "all nations, to the Aryan race and to the German Volk" (as opposed to the passive threats represented by other enemies of the Nazi regime including "the mentally ill, 'asocials,' and homosexuals, 'inferior' racial groups including Gypsies and Slavs" (his emphasis, xvii-xix) Saul Friedländer, Nazi As Slavoj Žižek noted in his critique of Ernesto Laclau: "In populism, the enemy is externalized or reified into a positive ontological entity (even if this entity is spectral) whose annihilation would restore balance and justice" (p. 555). "In populism proper, however, this 'abstract' character is always supplemented by the pseudoconcreteness of the figure that is selected as the enemy, the singular agent behind all threats to the people" (p. 556). Slavoj Žižek, "Against the Populist Temptation," Critical Inquiry, XXXII, 3 (March 1, 2006), pp. 551-574.
marked by a focus on qualitative specificity, including anti-imperialist affirmations of national liberation. Those reactions, however, have rarely grasped the specificity of the Holocaust or dealt with antisemitism adequately. Indeed, in various ways they have tended to occlude an adequate understanding. Yet if, as I suggest, antisemitism is a fetishized form of anticapitalism, apprehending it is especially important for critical approaches to the contemporary world since it indirectly illuminates the adequacy of determinate critical understandings of capitalism.
This pattern of changing responses to the Holocaust was not unique to the left. Indeed, it indicates the degree to which left conceptions were very much part of their larger historical contexts. To elaborate, let me begin by noting a sea change in interpretations of Nazism after 1945. During the first postwar period -that of the "Golden Age" of Fordism -National Socialism frequently was interpreted as a revolt against modernity.
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Subsequently, after the early 1970s, however, Nazism became seen as fundamentally modern.
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This reversal was related to the general issue of how history was understood. I have argued that antisemitism understands the complex, impersonal, historical dynamic of capital in agentive terms as a Jewish conspiracy. As such it can be understood as an attempt to overcome processes of ongoing historical change that seem to be beyond the control of people. Having grasped history as constituted by capital in agentive terms (the Jews), modern antisemitic movements seek to overcome that abstract history, misrecognized in terms of a global invisible conspiracy, by means of "another" concrete will -in order to assert political control over the forces of history. The struggle against (misrecognized) capital becomes cast as a world historical struggle of two different kinds of wills: one operates abstractly, is intangible, and is fundamentally inhuman; the other is concrete, tangible, and authentically human.
This worldview waned during the postwar "Golden Age" of Fordism. Following a transition period marked by increased repression (the show trials in Eastern Europe, the McCarthy period in the United States) the rapid economic growth of the 1950s and 1960s in both the Fordist/ Keynesian West and the post-Stalinist East appeared to indicate that the long crisis of liberal capitalism had finally been overcome by a successful state-centered synthesis. People, it seemed, had learned to control history (i.e., capitalism's dynamic) without having recourse to terror in ways that benefited the majority of the population. An age of universal progress seemed to have dawned.
During this era history seemed to have been tamed; it no longer posed a threat but appeared positive, as modern progress. Consequently Nazism's revolt against history could be regarded as antimodern, as a regression, a German aberration.
13 The wartime Allied representation of Nazism as an expression of Germany's historically unique essence then, was later buttressed and rendered credible by a postwar configuration in which historical development appeared benign and under control. The apparently linear triumph of modernity in the 1950s and 1960s was undermined at the beginning of the 1970s. With the crises of that decade the historical dynamic of capitalism began to reemerge overtly beyond the control of what had been regarded as the primacy of the political, of national state structures. As the putatively universalist forms of the postwar decades reached their limits, an intellectual shift also occurred entailing a critique of the "master narratives" of modernity. History -whether understood in terms of progress, of processes of modernization, or as dialectical -became revalued as an expression of domination. This shift was accompanied by a critique of the universal and an affirmative turn to particularism. Within the framework of this shift Nazism once again became seen as the Other of critical discourse -this time as an extreme example of rationalized bureaucratized modernity.
What is striking about these two widespread understandings is that although opposed to one another, both grasp Nazism as the one-sided opposite of dominant discourse -as antimodern during the period when affirmations of modernity and modernization were hegemonic and as modern during the subsequent "postmodern" period. This shift, it should be noted, reveals the inadequacy of the concept of modernity for grasping National Socialism (either as antimodern or as an expression of modernity). It indicates that the discourses of both modernity and postmodernity are as one-sided as are -relatedly -those of abstract universality and concrete particularity.
14 Like interpretations of Nazism the nonlinear trajectory of Holocaust discourse can be related to the two overarching historical configurations of social life since Second World War. As is well known the Holocaust was discursively marginalized for several decades after 1945. 15 This slowly changed in the course of the 1960s. Since the late 1960s and early 1970s the Holocaust in particular and issues of historical memory in general have become increasingly central to public discourse. Let me begin problematizing the relation of this discursive shift to large-scale historical transformations since 1945 by briefly examining the marginalization of discourse on the Holocaust and on antisemitism in the first two postwar decades. I have argued elsewhere that processes of denial and repression played an important role in such marginalization, especially in Germany and Austria. Rather than dealing with the recent past and their responsibility most Germans and Austrians sought to begin anew by working hard and moving forward as if the past and the wildly popular Nazi regime had never really existed.
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The Cold War contributed to this marginalization. The recent past was quickly submerged by the new global struggle. Moreover former Nazis and collaborators had become partners of the West in its historical struggle against Communism and of the East in its historical struggle against imperialism. Under those circumstances focusing on the Holocaust would have weakened the legitimating ideologies of those struggles.
Yet however important such processes and developments were, they do not fully account for the general discursive situation in both East and West -namely, that after 1945 the attempted extermination of Jews as Jews was almost universally ignored.
14 Neither of these discourses, moreover, is reflexive, in the sense that they cannot explain the interpretive reversal outlined previously. This marks a fundamental difference between the one-sided and descriptive term "modernity" and the two-sided analytic concept "capitalism" -a difference that cannot be fully elaborated here. 15 When specific categories of victims were named in such memorials it was either in political terms ("anti-Fascists") or in national terms (Poles, Russians, Czechs, etc.). Both either excluded the category "Jews" or at best included it as one of many nationalities that had suffered under the Nazis.
22 Focusing on antisemitism and the specificity of the Holocaust was avoided.
One could point to many factors that might help explain this situation in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, including the abstract universalism of Communist ideology, according to which a specific focus on the victimization of the Jews would be particularistic, and the strong hostility toward any expression of Jewish identity on the part of many Communists, as well as a willingness on the part of Communist ruling elites to curry favor with populations that they suspected remained antisemitic.
This bracketing of the specificity of the Holocaust, however, was not restricted to the Communist East. The fact that the Jews were particular targets of genocide was generally also not publicly recognized in the West in the immediate postwar decades. This suggests that various local and contingent factors do not sufficiently explain the marginalization of Holocaust discourse during those decades. Neither Churchill nor De Gaulle, for example, took cognizance of the centrality of antisemitism to Nazism; nor did they pay particular attention to the Jews as Nazism's victims. Instead they treated the Third Reich as the ultimate expression of Prussian militarism. 23 In France in 1948 Le Monde wrote of the 280,000
deportees from France without mentioning the Jews. A law was passed that year according to which the term "deportee" was applicable only to those who were deported for political reasons. In fact the term was also applied to Jews -so that surreally Jewish children sent to Auschwitz were described as "political deportees." 24 In Alain Resnais's award-winning film Night and Fog (1955) political deportees, deportees sent to do forced labor, and Jewish deportees sent to their death are conflated. The film shows the piles of shoes and other articles taken from Jews at Auschwitzbut does so without mentioning the Jews or the Holocaust. It could be argued that this complete submergence of the specificity of the Holocaust, that the Jews were killed as Jews, was the expression of a certain form of universalism that understood itself as the opposite of Nazism and regarded any mention of the Jews as Jews to be unacceptably particularistic. Ironically it served to eradicate the Jews from history again.
In the immediate postwar period, however, the affirmation of univer-
In the most famous show trial in East/Central Europe -that held in Prague in 1952 -eleven of the fourteen accused Communist functionaries were Jews including Rudolf Slansky, the secretary general of the Czechoslovak Communist Party. The charges were classically antisemitic. The accused were characterized as rootless cosmopolitans, agents of nefarious international forces, namely, the CIA and Zionism.
26 Unable for ideological reasons to refer explicitly to "international Jewry," the Communist regime used "Zionism" to fulfill the same function. Such antisemitic, anticosmopolitan accusations became widespread in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union between 1948 and 1953, 27 culminating in the "uncovering" of the doctors' plot in Moscow -a purportedly international Zionist plot that aimed to poison the Soviet leadership. The Soviet regime began making plans for the mass roundup of Soviet Jews and for the construction of gigantic camps for them. These plans were then abruptly dropped with the death of Stalin in March 1953.
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Having first bracketed the Holocaust in the name of universality Communist regimes now recapitulated the antiuniversalism of antisemitism, Igor Lukes points out that one dominant interpretation has been that Stalin "intended to present the defendants as rootless cosmopolitans who were uncharacteristic of communists in general" (162). "The Rudolf Slánský Affair: New Evidence," Slavic Review, LVIII, 1 (April 1, 1999 both cases social organization was seen to be rationally organized according to universal general principles. The postwar synthesis then, became associated with purportedly universal values. This began to be called into question in the late 1960s and early 1970s as Fordist-Keynesianism and post-Stalinism, pushing up against their limits, began to unravel. One dimension of this historical shift was political and cultural -expressed by the rise of new political movements and new social movements of racial minorities, students, youth, women, and gays. At first such movements -such as the civil rights movements in the United States, student movements in West and East, reform Communism in Czechoslovakia, and the early phases of second wave feminism -operated very much within a universalist framework, criticizing the extant order as insufficiently universalist. However, by the end of the 1960s many such movements began increasingly to criticize in the name of qualitative specificity, characterizing abstract universality as a mode of domination. It was within this shifting historical context that public discourse began to address the specificity of the Holocaust. This shift began to occur in the early and mid same time the structural logic of the existing order tended to perpetuate the antinomy of abstract universalism and particularism.
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These various possibilities were expressed in newer discourses on the Holocaust, which have ranged from positions that suggest, at least implicitly, a different form of universality, beyond the antinomy of abstract universalism and particularistic specificity, to discourses that have been very particularistic in their focus on the Holocaust's specificity (and that have been used, for example, as an ideology of legitimation for Israeli policies).
A similar tension can also be found among a range of newer movements that emerged at the time. Some, such as socialist feminist movements, sought to pass beyond the dichotomy, however implicitly; 34 others -such as black nationalist and many radical feminist groupstended to reproduce the dichotomy, coming down on the side of particularism.
35 This arguably became the case with many varieties of anti-imperialism, which, converging increasingly with what Gilbert Achcar has termed left-wing "orientalism in reverse," tended to valorize the nationalism or religious "fundamentalism" of groups deemed Other as a revolt of authentic concrete particularity against the homogenizing dynamism of abstract domination. The historical context of outgoing Fordism, then, was one within which the qualitative specificity of historical and social phenomena became emphasized. At first -in discourse on the Holocaust, for example -such an emphasis implied the possible overcoming of the dichotomy of the universal and the particular. However, the discourse of specificity quickly became particularistic -both with reference to the Holocaust and more generally as expressed by a wide range of identitarian movements. The irony is that consequently, just as the Holocaust was becoming a significant historical theme, movements arose that, veering back to a glorification of the concrete, began to reproduce antisemitic motifs. The relation of capitalism, "anticapitalism," and the Holocaust was not adequately thematized, thereby contributing to a more general blurring of the differences between a populism that frequently can be reactionary and emancipatory anticapitalism.
Let me begin to elaborate this complex of issues. The emergence of a broad spectrum of oppositional movements and the sensibilities they expressed as well as the efflorescence of critical social theory in the late 1960s and early 1970s were related, I would argue, to a historical transformation of the overarching organization of social and economic life. The late 1960s was a crucial historical moment in this regard, one when the necessity of the current social order was fundamentally called into question. Viewed retrospectively it was a moment when the order that had superseded laissez-faire capitalism -state-centered Fordist capitalism and its statist "actually existing socialist" equivalent -ran up against its historical limits. Utopian hopes emerged, yet conceptual as well as political attempts to get beyond those historical limits remained singularly unsuccessful.
In this period students and youth were not so much reacting against exploitation as they were against bureaucratization and what they experienced as alienation. Classical workers' movements seemed unable to address what for many young radicals were the burning issues. Moreover those movements -as well as the "actually existing socialist" regimesseemed to be deeply implicated in precisely that against which the students and youth were rebelling. On a general level such shifts expressed a growing distance from and critique of the affirmation of labor at the heart of traditional working class movements. On a more directly political level such shifts were in part expressions of disillusionment with Soviet Communism (especially after the invasion of Prague in 1968) and dissatisfaction with Social Democracy, both of which were deeply intertwined with the productivist, statist, Fordist order.
The late 1960s and early 1970s then, saw a break with the affirmation of abstract universality, especially in its bureaucratic Fordist form. This new historical situation suggested the need for a critique of both marketmediated and state-mediated capitalism; it implied that a fundamental critique of the existing order, of capitalism, could no longer be based on a traditional Marxist affirmation of (alienated) labor and had to extend beyond the dichotomous opposition of abstract universality and concrete particularity. That is, it implied that the conditions for a postcapitalist society had to be fundamentally rethought.
Yet few oppositional movements tried to conceptualize explicitly what they arguably already implicitly expressed -the possibility of a social order beyond capitalism in both of its twentieth-century forms. In the absence of a critique of the two-sidedness of capitalist social mediation that could seek to advance beyond the opposition of abstract generality and concrete particularity, a strong tendency existed to grasp the world in concretistic terms; rather than trying to think beyond capitalism, many oppositional movements took a turn to the conceptually familiar and focused on concrete expressions of domination, such as military violence or bureaucratic police-state political domination. Examples of this turn are concretistic forms of anti-imperialism as well as the growing focus by some on concrete domination in the Communist East.
37 As different and even opposed as these political responses may have appeared at the time, both focused on domination in its most immediate, concrete forms and thereby helped occlude the nature of capital's domination just when its regime was becoming less statecentric and in a sense even more abstract, a regime that then emerged as neoliberal global capitalism. By focusing on concrete expressions of domination such modes of oppositional politics remained fixated on the Fordist configuration of global capital even after it had begun to crumble 38 and did so in ways that reified that configuration. This reification of the abstract went hand in hand with a conception of oppositional politics that was itself concrete and frequently particularistic. Against the historical background of decolonization and anticolonial wars, especially in Vietnam, anticolonial struggles became the primary focus for much of the New Left. The concrete nature of such struggles was easy to grasp. Moreover, the struggle of colonized peoples for independence was felt to have an elective affinity with movements that demanded the recognition of particularitysuch as those of minorities and women. In this situation, anticolonialism moved away from its universalist origins and increasingly also became a displaced way of expressing a radical critique of Western capitalist society, translated into nationalist and culturalist terms.
39
This was related to a significant change in the character of antiimperialism. During the Vietnam War opposition to the American war was considered by many to be related to a larger struggle for progressive political and social change. American opposition to movements of national liberation was criticized particularly strongly precisely because such movements were regarded positively. The Vietnamese National Liberation Front was seen not only as an anticolonial movement, seeking to assert national independence, but also as socialist, struggling for a progressive future. Regardless of how one judges such positive evaluations today, what characterized the antiwar movements of a generation ago was that opposition to American policy was, for many, one expression of a more general struggle for progressive change.
The more recent antiwar mobilizations against the conflict in Iraq appear at first glance to be similar. But closer consideration reveals that, in this case, opposition to the United States has not been in the name of a more progressive alternative. On the contrary, the Ba'ath regime in Iraq could not be considered progressive or even potentially progressive. Yet that regime was not and had not been the object of sustained political analysis and critique by the Western Left. Rather than trying to come to terms with a problem -a conflict between a global imperial power and a brutal, oppressive regime -the antiwar mobilization tended to ignore the negative character of the latter. This suggests that mobilizations against the war in Iraq did not have the same sort of political meaning that the antiwar movement had earlier; they did not express a movement for progressive change. If a generation ago, opposition to American policy entailed supporting struggles for liberation considered progressive, today opposition to American policy, in and of itself, is all too frequently deemed antihegemonic. Yet, in spite of the political differences between the antiwar movements of a generation ago and those of today, this shift, paradoxically, is, in part, an unfortunate legacy of the dualistic worldview associated with the Cold War. The Cold War category of "camp" substituted a spatial category for historical ones, which helped blur the idea of socialism as the historical beyond of capitalism.
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This spatial, essentially dualistic framework helped eradicate from memory the experience of the first half of the twentieth century, which showed that opposition to an imperial power is not necessarily progressive; there were fascist "anti-imperialisms" as well. Mohammed, drew a standing ovation at the Organization of the Islamic Conference, which has fifty-seven member states, for a speech in which he said: "Today the Jews rule this world by proxy. They get others to fight and die for them . . . They invented socialism, communism, human rights and democracy so that persecuting them would appear to be wrong, so that they can enjoy equal rights with others. With these they have gained control of the most powerful countries and they, this tiny community, have become a world power" [CNN.com, October 17, 2003].
Historically this form of "anti-Zionism" has several sources. In part it can be related to the situation after 1967, when the Soviet Union, reacting to the defeat of its client states (Egypt and Syria) in the June war, lashed out at Israel by drawing on the antisemitic motifs formulated earlier during the show trials. The USSR began promulgating a form of antiZionism that was essentially antisemitic: Zionism as singularly evil, as constituting a global conspiracy. 46 This became adopted by many Arab nationalists as well as Western anti-imperialists.
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A further factor has been the spread and growing importance of the antisemitic worldview in the Middle East. Israeli policies and actions can certainly account for very strong anti-Israel sentiments but are not sufficient to explain the emergence of a classically antisemitic version of antiZionism, of Israel and the Jews as constituting a powerful global demonic power. 48 I would suggest that these more recent developments could be related to the differential effect globally of the newest configuration of capitalism, of neoliberal globalization. Whereas some countries and areas -especially in East and South Asia -have prospered, others, such as in sub-Saharan Africa, have declined dramatically. Less well known is that the Arabic-speaking Middle East has also suffered precipitous economic decline. 49 This regional crisis, I suggest, constitutes the background for the growing spread of antisemitic ideas in that region. The notion that Israel and the United States are responsible for the misére of the Middle East helps make sense of the experience of helplessness in the face of protracted regional decline, reinforced by an awareness that some former "Third World" countries in other parts of the world have experienced rapid economic growth. This widespread ideology conflates the differential effects on the Middle East of global capital with the policies of the United States and Israel and with the Jews. Another dimension of the shift toward de facto antisemitism among sections of the "anti-imperialist" left, especially in Europe, can be analyzed as the "return of the repressed."
50 It could be argued that precisely because the Holocaust began to emerge on the surface of consciousness in the 1960s as a public memory and theme counterforces of denial became mobilized that sought to resubmerge the Holocaust, to push it back to the realm of hidden, frozen prememory. This attempted resubmergence is different from the marginalization of the Holocaust after the War since it involves denial of what has already emerged on the surface. The result was a form of acting out involving a number of reversals: much of the left that emerged out of the new social movements tended to identify with historical victims who were seen as Other. In the West German student movement, for example, positive attitudes toward Israel were very widespread in the early 1960s. 51 A very rapid reversal occurred after the 1967 war, however, whereby the Jews became cast in the role of perpetrators once again. 52 The displacements and reversals involved whereby an identity was posited between Israeli Jews and the Nazis, and the Palestinians became the "true Jews," victims of "genocide," helps explain why the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians has been so cathected by the left. Within the framework of such acting out the Holocaust must be ignored or denied.
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The Holocaust not only is a stain on European history that cannot simply be washed away and hence must be denied. It also disrupts some left understandings of history and politics. In this situation reductionist left understandings and the mechanisms of European historical denial reinforce each other. This is particularly the case with the self-styled "anti-imperialist" left, which seeks to locate the possibility of anticapitalism in non-Western nationalist movements. The anticapitalist character of such a conception was always questionable even during the era of Communist-led anticolonial struggle. The collapse of Communism has revealed the danger that was always latently present in such concretistic understandings of capitalism and of anticapitalist movements. Shorn of any pretence to progressive transformation the defense of such nationalism (in the broadest sense of the term) reveals itself as lacking an adequate conception of capitalism; it is an expression of conceptual helplessness and despair. Emancipation no longer is imagined as the constitution of a new form of social life but in terms of the eradication of the sources of global evil -"Zionism" and the United States. Movements that operate within the hollowed-out shells of Cold War thought have all too easily succumbed to forms of reification that have long characterized reactionary anticapitalism.
I am suggesting that this is one consequence of the absence of an adequate critical theory of capitalism today, one that could also point beyond the antinomy of abstract universalism and concrete particularism. The absence of such a critique is related to the absence of a futureoriented perspective, an absence that opens the door to fetishized concretistic forms of anticapitalism and populism, many of which are essentially antisemitic.
The problem complex of history, the Holocaust, and antisemitism then, is not simply particularistic. Rather it helps illuminate and in turn is illuminated by the structuring opposition in capitalism of abstract universalism and particularism in ways that also help to distinguish critiques of capitalism that could be emancipatory from those that are fundamentally reactionary, as broad as their populist appeal might be.
